It is an excellent idea that The Russian Review has devoted a special discussion issue to Bogdanov to highlight "state of the art" interpretations outside of the Soviet Union. The articles of Marot and Biggart deal with two different decades in Bogdanov's career and activities, yet we find a continuous search in his theoretical writings and methodology to adapt Marxist theory to changing conditions. Biggart is correct that Bogdanov departed from "classical" Marxism in developing a functionalist theory of class formation, though it is my opinion that his sociology (or "histor- The article by Marot on "Vpered and the Role of the Intellectual in the Workers' Movement" addresses a very important question, namely, why did two Bolshevik leaders who had such important reasons to cooperate engage in such an ardent controversy? But I fear the answer is as yet unsatisfactory. The author is right when he deals with issues around the Duma-boycottism, ultimatism, and otzovism (recallism). Above all Bogdanov was an "ultimatist," and the historiography which characterizes him as "otzovist" is dogmatically Leninist (nor was Bogdanov a bogoiskatel' or bogostroitel'). However, I disagree that the philosophical issues were not "lofty" (Marot's critique of Kelly) and that Schapiro's argument that the debate was only a "smokescreen" concealing the "sordid dispute over stolen money" was merely "speculative." Boris Nicolaevsky, whose arguments parallel Schapiro's, persuaded me to accept his argument that the money problem was indeed crucial. The evidence is not yet conclusive, but perhaps the opening of the party archives will bring new clarifications.
The Russian Review cem to those in European Russia. I wonder also why the author did not explore the significance of Lenin's tactical cooperation with Plekhanov (which would illuminate the reasons for a joint attack on "ultimatism" and "Empiriomonism"). 
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